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SOME_DOUBTS ABOJT THE U, S; SECIRITY PROGRAM

The purpose of this memorandum is to express some of the doubts about the
U.S. security program that trouble an outside observer, "Doubt" is the correct word
for what is being exp?essed. There 19 not enough evidence to support an indictment.
Posslbly the security program is being run as well as it could bes, But there are

enough scraps of evidence to support doubts. These doubts should be gotten out into s

,'/
e

the open, so thrst they may be laid to rest if they are groundless and so that eorrective
measures may be taken if necesssry, -

Doubts about the security program exist on tvwo scores:

1. Are we #ryfng to do the right thinge -- is there a general plan for pro-
motion of U. S. National intefests realistically ateuned to the current world situation?
2. Are we carrying out the plan effectively, on schedule and economically?

The first question, ebout the adequacy of plamning, has a least three parts:

1. 1Is there at the %op poliey levels of government an appreisel of the world
situstion which is based on the best aveilable informetion, which is continuously
reviewed, and which 1s agreed to by the responsible offieials as thg most ressonable
basis for action? This arpreisal wonld include e definition of U, S, natioﬁal interests,
an estimgte of the cepacity and interest of the Russians to endanger these interests
and an svaluetlion of the strenéth and weakness of other countries ss factors in U.3,
security, . ,

2, Is there a ganeral plem for promoting U. S. interest in the light of this
agreed estimte of the world situstion., The plan would inclwde an asaignment of
?issidn. or objectives 8o the various instruments of U.S. poliey ;~ UsS, militery

strength, economi¢-ald, militery aid, diplomecy and propaganda. It would also include.

a decision as to the amount of resourses to be devoted to each instrument.
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3. 1Is there a progrem for building up J.S. militrry strength which is adapted
to the requirements of the mission assigned to miliirry forces in the general piﬁng and
which combiges the main categories of militery strength in en effective and economical
way for the performance of thet mission?

& number of pleces of evidence rsise doubts that the answers to these questioms
a;e all affirmative:v |

‘1. Important international developments in the past eighteen montus have
apparently been unanticipated and unprepared for by the UJ.S. government .and therefore
became "crisee". Among these developmenﬁs'were the invasion of South Korea, the
intervention of tﬁe Chinese Communists, the westerh European economic difficulties,
the Iran crisis and the Suez crisis. Eech of these events might have been foreseen
by someone in the Government; but from the standpoint of the Administirstion's overall
outiook and plen they seem to heve been surprises,

2. Althoungh the general outlines of officiel #ppraiaal of the threst to
Americaen security and of an official policy to deal ﬁith it have emerged, there is '
1ittle evidence thst either the appfaisal'or the policy has seen formulated in the
detailed and dsted terms thet are necessary to sgpport a program of action, Of course,
the government would not publish a detailed and dated analysis if it had one. But it
is extremely unlikély that 1ts existence could be kept a secret, or that some coloration
of it would not appear in 6fficia1‘et€tements, ,

3. The recent discussion of the mil@#e;y sqheduies provdked by the Lyndon
Johnson Committee's eriticism of the préduciion performance has disturbing implications,
Reply to the Johnaon Coméiﬁtee'a critic;sm has lergely teken the form.of stetements
thet fsilure to meet the schedules is>ﬁ§t seérious because the s;heduléa did not repreu
sent elther essential requirements or feasible'goals. While this may to some degree
excuse the production perfdfﬁance it is a serious indictment of the planning. Realistic
schedules ere the heert of integreted planning. 4 set of unreslistic schedules can

throw a nutiber of essential réleti§nsh1ps seriously out of balance:
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The reletion between militery strength ana other security policies,

The relation between U,S. militery production and the plans of our alliea;

The relations among wespons of different kinds,

The relationa between militesry production and the planned flow of materials

and constructlon of facilities,

The reletion between militery production and economic stebilization policies,

4o The repeated,practice of dividing the militery budget in equal thirds among
Army, Air end Navy has crested a suspicion thet the allocetion of resoﬁrces among major
categories of mili'ery strength reflects intereservice bsrgeining rether than rstional
analysis,

5. Current evidence about the planning of our security policies is interpreted
ageinst the besckground of a historical record which shows thet we have not handled
similer probiems well in the past., While the historical record is not conclusive for
the present and the future, at least it does not create an initial presumption that
we know how to desl with vitel security matters effectively,
| Doubts ebout the plenning of the security program based on such evidence do
not imply any belief on the pert of the ouﬁside observer that he knows better then
the responsible officials. To question the g@equacy‘of‘ﬁhe official appreisal and
plan aoes not imply thst one has e bettervéppraiééi ;nd_ﬁlan.. The point is aimply
lack of evidence 6f the kind of systematic, thofough, comprehensive, objective process
thet one would expect to yield good results in a problem so complex as the promotion
of U.S. netionel interests. So fer as this kind of_doub£ goes, U,S, policy could be
‘wrong in any directioﬁ,;:For sxamble, the U.S. militery progrem might be too big or
too Qmall, But the evidence does no£ inspire confidence that it is just right.

It is true th-t meny people, especislly businessmen, heve proceeded from general
leck of confidence in U.S, security pianning to the position that the plens are wrong

in one speicific direction -~ nsmely thet the militrry program is too‘big° Again this

-
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dees not imply 2 superior independent judgment. 'Péople who sgy thet the prugrem is too
bigz would not usually mesintain that on. the bééig of independent analysis they heve come
to the conclusion thet the armed forces should consist of 3 million men ard 107 eir
wings rather than 3.6 million and 143, ‘

The more commen basis for mistraé# is the feeling thet the proéess by whieh
decisions are now being msde contéins a bias in favor of excessive militéry expenditures,
In a period of security crieis the military bias is likely to have its way unless there
is an overall, civilian-determined, national policy in which the military is assigned
a definite mission and militery procurement 1is heid to the needs of carrying out thet
misaiono. Since the controls needed to offget the milit:ry bims for more strength are
not in evidence, it 1s reasonable to suspzct the operstion of a militery blas.

This may not be the whole story. There are other biases in the picture --
biages egainst high tsxes, agalnst deficits, égainat “diélocation" of the civllian
economy. The militery heve not had their way completely. We cannot tell a priori
whether the checks upon the militery appetite heve gone too fer or not far enough,
but 1t would be amazing if the results of a compromise between militery bles ami
"economy" blas came ocut jJust right,

In addition to doubt about the sdequscy of the planning there hss been growing
doubts, especially in recent months, about the effectiveness with which plans are being
carried out. This is mainly a question about whether we are carrying out the military
build up on schedule and economically. However, there ls alsc question about the
effectiveness with which other perts of.tha program ~- such as the Pbint IV program
and the psychological werfare progfam o eré‘béing'executedo |

H;@h respect to the executioq qf the miliery progrem, the main questions are
these:

l. Have the general military strength requirements beenvtranslated into
schedules for the procurement of apecific_eQaipment that would meet the militaery per-
Pormance requirements in the most economicel wey == thet is, with lesst drein upon
the nation's resources?
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2. Have the procurement schedules been trenslated into firm contracts ard
vigorous steps been tsken to assure performance under the contrects? ‘

3, Heve the economic mobilizetion sgencies (oD, OPA, etc.) been provided with
militery procurement schedules running a ressoneb}e period into the future, and trans-
lated into reqiirements for meterials, facilities and comporents, 8o that the mobiliza~-
tion agencies conld assure the adequate aveilability of productive resources to meet
the schedules? | |

There sre many reasons for doubts about the execution of the military program;

1. The lyndon Johnson Committee and others in some position to know have
eriticized failure to meet schedules, and Administration replies to this criticism have
not been entirely couvincing. The lag in deliveries of militery supplies to Western
Europe and the shortage of modern fighter planes in Korea lobk like reflections of
inadequate production here,

2., Many menufacturers working on militery contrects report thet the militery
specificationsAcall forfexcessiVé use of‘partiqulvr}y‘scarce materials and involve
excessive delay and'expénse in productioﬁ; o

3. Congressional committees and others report numerous instances of westeful
use of manpower and sqpplies by the military.

L. Persons involved in or familié:‘witﬁ the economic policy espects of re-
armament complein thet the militsry ﬁpve.brévided no schediule of their reqiirements
adequate to serve ss & basis for economic planning. This is epperently reflected in
the wey production of‘ficials blow hot a"r'xd cold about the outlook for civilian shorteges,

As noted at the outset, it is possible thet these doubts sre ell unjustified.

If this is the cese there has been'; serious fa111re of communication between the
Administration and the public. But evep though we are uncertein whether the criticisms
are justified it is worthwhile speculating about the factors thet might cause defects
in the secarity progrem -~ elther in the planning or in the execution. This will cast
some light on the plausibility of the eriticisms and on the nature of possible corw

rections.
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A 1ist of the factors that might be alleged to ceuse deficiencies in the J.5.
gsecurity progrem includes:
1. Attitudes of the &merican public and Congress
a) Emotionalizm and 1deslism = the need to be highly excited béfore
‘'strenuous measures will be underteken. | |
b) Instability - because the excitement cannot last even though the
underlying causes of ingecurity persist |
¢) Excessive faith in militery strength as compared with other instru-
ments of netional policy
d) Alleged excessive preference for butter over guns
e) Irresponsible political use of nestional security issues,
2. Operations of Netional Security Council
a) Insufficiently comprehensive and long-run view
b) Uﬁwillingness of members to share authority with others
¢) Inadequacy of stsff work - senior steff, assigned from departments,
has too little time for Council activities
d) Ineffectiveness of Presidential leadership,
3, Joipt Chiefs of Staff
| a) Incomplete acceptance of limited role of'militsry strength in
promoting U.S. security, ' | |
b) Failure to develop technigues and;attitudes thet lead to objectlve
solution of inter~service problems rather than merely peaceful com-
promise among unresolved differences.l
4o Departmen£ of Defense ggﬁefaily : | -
| a) Lack of consciousneﬁs,'ét:opefating levels, of limits to avail=-
ability of monsy and materials thet would serve as Incentive to
econony . |
b) Failure to provide‘close review of operstions by top level authority

thet might szerve as suﬁstitute for incentives to economy .
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c) Fallure to relete detailed operations to gemeral militery plan
in a way thet would control the scale and timing of military
prociarement .- '
d) Lack of covnmunicstibn between procarsment.branches gnd mobiliz=-
stion sgencies, including Munitions Board.
5. Office of Defense Mobilizetion
a) Excessively hands-off attitude towerds militery services

b) Excessive emphasis on trouble~shooting as contrasted to planning,

6. DPA = NPA
a) Attempt to control materials flow in too much detail
b) Excessive tenderness towerds civilian economy -- unwillingness
to creste civilian vacuum into which military business might

flow,
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